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SUMMARY

The State of Arkansas has enacted a strongly anti-consumer and
anti-competitive telecommunications statute. The new law deregulates monopoly
telephone services, provides an anti-competitive assured revenue stream for
incumbent telephone companies, and limits the ability of the Arkansas PSC to
protect consumers and enhance competition. The Arkansas statute conflicts with
both the letter and the spirit of the federal Telecommunications Act of 1996.

However, the FCC does not have the authority to preempt a state statute
simply because it implements bad public policy. The FCC's authority to preempt is
limited by the provisions of the Telecommunications Act and by controlling
Supreme Court precedent. The question raised by MCl's petition, and by the earlier
petition of ACSI, is whether the Arkansas statute falls within one of the permissible
legal grounds for preemption.

Mter reviewing the Arkansas Act and the FCC's preemption authority, CPI
reaches the following conclusions:

1) The provision in section 9 of the Arkansas Act, which prohibits resale
of promotional prices and packaged services, violates Section 253 of the
Communications Act because the provision effectively prevents
competitors from offering resale services, one of the three modes of
market entry specified in the federal act. The FCC should preempt
this provision of the Arkansas Act.

2) The FCC should preempt two additional provisions of the Arkansas
Act: the FCC should preempt section 5(d) (which requires that the
incumbent telephone company in rural areas shall be the only
recipient of federal and state universal service funds), and section 9(b)
(which prohibits a government entity from providing telephone
service).

3) CPI does not support, at this time, the petitioners' request that the
FCC assume responsibility over arbitration proceedings. Instead, the
FCC should monitor related decisions of the Arkansas Public Service
Commission to determine whether they are de facto barriers to entry.

4) It is premature to preempt the provisions of the Arkansas Act
concerning the standard for reviewing SGATs and negotiated
agreements. The FCC should reserve the right to preempt these
sections if their implementation has the effect of prohibiting
competition or conflicts with federal law.
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COMMENTS OF THE
COMPETITION POLICY INSTITUTE

I. INTRODUCTION

The Competition Policy Institute (CPI) hereby submits comments on the

Petition for Expedited Declaratory Ruling filed by MCI on June 3, 1997. 1 CPI is an

independent, non-profit organization that advocates state and federal policies to

promote competition for telecommunications and energy services in ways that

benefit consumers. CPI believes that competition will lead to lower prices, greater

infrastructure development, new services, and more choices for consumers of

telecommunications services.

MCl's Petition for Expedited Declaratory Ruling, like ACSl's earlier Petition,

brings to the Federal Communications Commission (FCC or Commission) another

example of a state or municipal regulation that may severely restrict the growth of

local telephone competition. CPI believes that state and local governments have a

significant and legitimate role to play in the growth of local telephone competition.

CPI is greatly concerned, however, that actions by certain municipal and state

policy-makers, such as the enactment of the Arkansas Act, extend well beyond the

scope of their authority and threaten to stymie the growth of competition for local

telephone services. If left unchecked, such actions by states and local governments

can retard the growth of competition, perpetuate high telephone rates and limit

tComments were requested by the FCC pursuant to the Public Notice issued June 6, 1997
(DA 97-1190).
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choices for consumers, thereby thwarting the intent of Congress in enacting the

Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Before addressing the merits of the Arkansas Act, it is important to consider

the context in which the Arkansas Act was passed and signed into law. The

legislation was introduced in both the House and the Senate of the Arkansas

General Assembly in mid-January 1997 with a majority of the Members of both the

Senate and House as co-sponsors. The legislation was immediately endorsed by the

Arkansas Telephone Association. The leadership of the Arkansas legislature

indicated that they would move forward on the legislation without hearings. After

objections from opponents, the Arkansas Senate and House each held brief hearings

on January 23 and 24, 1997. CPI wrote to each member of the Arkansas legislature

prior to the hearing to express its concerns over the pending bill. 2 The Arkansas

Democrat-Gazette criticized the Arkansas legislature for rushing to pass an

industry-sponsored piece of legislation. 3 Nevertheless, the General Assembly

passed the bill immediately after the hearings. The bill was signed into law on

February 4, 1997, less than three weeks after it was introduced.

The Arkansas Act is one of the most anti-consumer and anti-competitive

state telecommunications statutes in the country. The legislation requires that

many rates for monopoly telephone services be deregulated, insures the incumbent

2The CPI analysis that was sent to the Members of the Arkansas General Assembly is
attached as Appendix A.

3A copy ofArkansas Democrat-Gazette editorial is attached as Appendix B.
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telephone companies against any loss of revenue from changes in the federal

support mechanisms by allowing them to automatically increase their withdrawals

from state funds or increase consumer rates, and limits the authority of the

Arkansas Public Service Commission to implement new rules to promote

competition.

While many of these provisions will harm the interests of consumers, the

FCC is not empowered to preempt the Arkansas Act simply because it implements

bad public policy. In general, the State of Arkansas has the authority to determine

how intrastate telephone services will be regulated and how the state universal

service program shall be implemented. The FCC's preemption authority is

constrained by the terms of the federal act and by controlling case law.

In addressing subjects contained in the federal legislation, the drafters of the

Arkansas Act attempted to avoid direct conflicts with the federal act. The Arkansas

Act attempts to shape the enforcement of the federal act by altering its standards,

adding requirements, and adopting rules different than the rules adopted by the

FCC. In the guise of implementing the federal act, the Arkansas Act attempts to

guide the state implementation toward a result that will be much more favorable to

the interests of the incumbent local telephone companies than the FCC's rules.

II. THE FCC SHOULD PREEMPT THREE PROVISIONS OF THE
ARKANSAS ACT.

Despite the efforts of the drafters to avoid direct conflicts with federal law,

some provisions of the Arkansas Act are so clearly in conflict with the federal
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legislation, and so clearly operate as barriers to entry, that the FCC must preempt.

In these cases, it would be impossible for the Arkansas PSC to enforce the

provisions of the Arkansas law without violating the federal law.4 Some of these

provisions have been raised in the petitions by MCI and ACSI, while others have

not. The provisions the FCC should preempt are as follows:

A. The last sentence of section 9(d). which prohibits promotional prices.
service packae-es. trial offerine-s or temporary discounts offered by the
ILEC from beine- available for resale. should be preempted.

The federal act permits no exception to the requirement in section 251(c)(4)

that the incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) must "offer for resale at wholesale

rates any telecommunications service that the carrier provides at retail to

subscribers". Yet the last sentence of section 9(d) of the Arkansas Act explicitly

provides that "promotional prices, service packages, trial offerings, or temporary

discounts offered by the local exchange carrier to its end-user customers are not

required to be available for resale."

As the FCC noted in its Local Competition Order, this exception could

effectively prevent any resale at all, as the ILEC will shift all of its basic service

offerings into one of the permitted categories in order to avoid making its service

4See, Comments of the Arkansas Attorney General, in which he claims that "ACSI bears
the burden of demonstrating that there is no possible way for [the Arkansas Act] to be applied
without having the effect of prohibiting it from providing any intrastate telecommunications
service." p. 16. CPI agrees that those seeking preemption bear a burden. But the petitioners need
not show that they cannot provide "any intrastate service". Preemption under section 253(a) is
required as long as the regulation "may" prohibit "any" single service.
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available for resale. 5 The failure to permit resale of these services effectively

prohibits competitors from offering one of the three modes of competition permitted

by the federal act. This provision thus constitutes a violation of section 253(a) 6 of

the Communications Act and is not "saved" by any exception contained in section

253(b).7

B. Section 9(b). which prohibits any ~overnmentalentity from providing
basic local exchan~e service. is an explicit barrier to entry that violates
section 253(a).

Section 9(b) states that "a government entity may not provide, directly or

indirectly, basic local exchange service." This is the same type of entry barrier that

the FCC has already preempted in the Classic and the Connecticut payphone cases.

Section 253(a) clearly applies to regulations that prohibit "any entity" from

providing service. Section 253(b) allows states to impose conditions on entry only if

5See, First Report and Order, Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No., 96-98 (Aug. 8, 1996) ("Local Competition
Order")

6Section 253(a) is a broad provision that forbids any provision that "may" prohibit or have
the effect of prohibiting any entity from providing "any interstate or intrastate service." The use
of the verb "may" allows the FCC to make a predictive judgment of the effect of the provision in
the future. Given that Congress identified service resale as one of the three modes of competitive
entry, the FCC should be especially vigilant in ensuring that resale competition is permitted to
develop as Congress intended.

7Section 253(b) allows a state to protect a provision that otherwise violates subsection (a)
if it imposes competitively neutral requirements that serve certain universal service and public
welfare goals. Exemptions such as this typically allow ILECs to provide discounted services to
large businesses who do not need universal service support. In addition, the exemption
provision is not competitively neutral because no reseller would be able to offer the same
discount as the ILEC. Thus, section 253(b) does not apply to this provision.
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they are imposed in a "competitively neutral" manner, and if they meet all the other

requirements of that subsection. Clearly, a statutory provision is not competitively

neutral if it bars one type of entity from providing competitive service altogether.

C. The fIrst sentence of section 5(d). which permits only the rural
telephone company to be eli~le for universal service fundin~ from
both the state and the federal funds. is an explicit entry barrier under
section 253(a) and violates the competitively neutral standard of
section 253(b).

Section 5(d) effectively prohibits competitors from providing service in areas

served by rural telephone companies. By expressly permitting the incumbent local

telephone companies to receive universal service funding but barring any

competitor from receiving such funding, this section of the Arkansas Act makes it

impractical for competitors to provide service in these areas. All rural telephone

companies in Arkansas are eligible for universal service funding. To require by

legislation that one carrier and no other shall receive subsidies is fundamentally at

odds with the spirit and language of the federal act.

Even ifArkansas has unlimited authority to adopt rules governing the

distribution of intrastate funds, nothing in the Communications Act gives the State

the authority to restrict eligibility to the federal fund to one carrier alone. In fact,

the provisions of section 214(e) explicitly recognize that a state commission "may, in

the case of an area served by a rural telephone company ... designate more than

one common carrier as an eligible telecommunications... so long as each additional

requesting carrier meets the requirements of paragraph (1)" and meets a public

interest test. In other words, each state PSC must undertake a public interest
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examination to determine, on a case-by-case basis, whether a carrier in a rural area

can be eligible for universal service support. The Arkansas Act bypasses this

process altogether by ruling out the possibility that anyone other than the

incumbent rural LEC could receive universal service funds.

The blatantly discriminatory provision applies to both the state and federal

universal service funds, is a barrier to entry under section 253(a) and is not

competitively neutral under section 253(b). For these reasons, the FCC must

preempt this provision under section 253(d).

III. THE FCC SHOULD RESERVE JUDGMENT ON OTHER
PROVISIONS OF THE ARKANSAS ACT.

MCI and ACSI raise several additional provisions that they argue should be

preempted. In particular, MCI questions several universal service provisions. Both

ACSI and MCI request that the FCC assume the responsibility for arbitrations and

reviewing statements of generally available terms and conditions (SGATS) and

negotiated agreements because the Arkansas Act has so constrained the discretion

of the Arkansas PSC.

Many of the provisions of the Arkansas Act implement fundamentally bad

public policy. To provide incumbent telephone companies with a guaranteed

revenue stream and to base universal service payments on the carrier's embedded

costs unjustifiably rewards monopoly telephone companies for making excessive

investments.

Nonetheless, the FCC's authority to preempt is limited by the federal act and
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by Supreme Court precedent. The FCC should use such authority sparingly; in

general, states should determine what is in the best interests of their consumers as

long as they implement federal law.

For the FCC to assume the regulatory responsibilities of the Arkansas PSC is

not warranted at this time. Whether the provisions that MCl and ACSl constitute

barriers to entry under section 253 or are inconsistent with the federal act cannot

be determined until they are enforced. The Arkansas PSC is now faced with the

difficult decision of whether to follow the provisions of the Arkansas law or the

federal act in places where they conflict. It would be premature for the FCC to

assume that the Arkansas PSC will ignore the federal act altogether.

Furthermore, while the Arkansas Act limits the scope of the Arkansas PSC's

activities, the Arkansas Act does not attempt to strip the PSC of its authority to

implement the federal Telecommunications Act. Unless there is a showing that the

PSC has failed to implement the federal act, or has failed to take any action at all

concerning an arbitration, negotiated agreement or SGAT, it would be premature

for the FCC to assume the PSC's authority.

For example, the Arkansas Act prevents the Arkansas PSC from requiring

any more unbundling than is required by the federal act. While MCl argues that

this limitation is a barrier to entry that should be preempted, the Arkansas

Attorney General points out that the Arkansas PSC has ordered Southwestern Bell

Telephone Company to unbundle at least one item (unused transmission media)
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that was not specifically required by the FCC's rules or the federal act.
8

Further,

even if the Arkansas PSC does limit itself to requiring unbundling of only those

items required by the FCC, it is not clear whether this limitation, while bad policy,

will constitute an entry barrier or a conflict with federal law.

ACSI and MCI also ask the FCC to take over the functions of the Arkansas

PSC because the Arkansas law changes the standard under which the PSC must

approve negotiated interconnection agreements and statements of generally

available terms and conditions (SGATs). In this case, the standard required by the

Arkansas Act clearly differs from the standard set forth in the federal act. Under

the federal act, the state PSC "may not approve [an SGAT] unless such statement

complies with subsection (d) of this section and section 251 and the regulations

thereunder." Under the Arkansas Act, the PSC "shall approve any [SGAT] unless it

is shown by clear and convincing evidence that the ... [SGAT] does not meet the

minimum requirements of Section 251 of the Federal Act."

As MCI points out, the Arkansas Act differs from the federal standard in

several ways. The federal act presumes the SGAT is not acceptable, while the

Arkansas Act presumes the SGAT is acceptable. The Arkansas Act adds the phrase

"by clear and convincing evidence", which does not appear in the federal act.

Finally, the Arkansas Act only requires adherence to the requirements of section

251 of the federal act, while the federal act requires compliance with section 252(d),

8See, Comments of the Arkansas Attorney General, p. 10.

-9-



section 251 and the regulations thereunder.

While the standard in the Arkansas Act is clearly different from the standard

for approval in the federal act, it is not clear at this time how significant the

difference will be. First, it is unclear which standard the Arkansas PSC will

enforce. To the extent the federal act requires one standard while the Arkansas Act

requires another, the Arkansas PSC must decide which standard it chooses to

enforce. Whether the federal law takes precedence over the state law is a legal

issue that the PSC must address. 9 Second, it is difficult to know at this time what

practical difference there will be between the two standards. The PSC may find

that, in practice, the two standards are the same. In other words, the PSC may find

that an SGAT that does not satisfy the federal standard also does not satisfy the

state standard, and that an SGAT that meets the federal standard also meets the

state standard.

In short, the FCC should closely monitor the activities of the Arkansas PSC

to determine whether it is implementing the federal act correctly. The FCC should

reserve judgment concerning the PSC's activities until it can be determined

whether these provisions and actions of the PSC have the effect of prohibiting

competition or violate federal law.

9As the Arkansas Attorney General pointed out, and as noted earlier in these comments,
the PSC appeared to follow the federal law rather than the Arkansas law with regard to the
unbundling of unused transmission media.
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CONCLUSION

The State of Arkansas has enacted a strongly anti-consumer and anti

competitive statute. The FCC's authority to preempt state actions, however, is

strictly limited under the law. The FCC should only preempt a state statute when

it would be impossible to enforce the statute consistent with federal law. Under

this approach, the FCC should preempt the following three provisions of the

Arkansas Act because they directly conflict with the federal law: 1) the exemption of

promotional prices and offerings from the resale pricing standards in the federal

act; 2) the requirement that only the incumbent local telephone company can

receive universal service funds in rural areas, and 3) the provision that bars

municipally-owned entities from competing for local telephone service.
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The legality of many other provisions of the Arkansas Act raised by MCI and

ACSI depend upon their enforcement. While CPI disagrees with the policy

implications of these provisions, the FCC should reserve judgment on whether these

provisions qualify for FCC preemption until it can be determined whether the

enforcement of these provisions has the effect of prohibiting competition or conflicts

with the federal statute.

Respectfully Submitted,

Ronald Binz, President and Policy Director
Debra Berlyn, Executive Director
John Windhausen, Jr., General Counsel

Competition Policy Institute
1156 15th St. N.W. Suite 310
Washington, D.C. 20005
Phone: (202) 835-0202
Fax: (202) 835-1132

July 7,1997
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CPI Competition Policy Institute

MEMORANDUM January 23, 1997

TO:

FROM:

RE:

MEMBERS OF THE ARKANSAS GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Competition Policy Institute 1

Pending Telecommunications Legislation in Arkansas

The Competition Policy Institute (CPI) has analyzed the "Telecommunications
Regulatory Refonn Act of 1997" recently introduced in the Arkansas General Assembly. CPI
believes that the legislation will result in one of the most anti-consumer and anti-competitive
statutes in the country. The legislation would allow monopoly local telephone companies to
raise their rates for basic telephone services and would impose significant and unnecessary
burdens on potential competitors. Furthennore, several provisions of the legislation violate the
Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 and are inconsistent with federal rules. If this
legislation is enacted, these provisions are likely to be preempted by the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC).

Some of the most serious problems with the legislation are as follows:

* Rate Increases for Basic Telephone Service. The legislation would allow local
telephone companies to raise rates for basic telephone service. Section 12(c) allows rural
telephone companies to raise rates for basic local exchange services after 60 days' notice
unless at least 15% of consumers sign a petition within 60 days of the notice period.
Furthennore, if the Public Service Commission adopts a "benchmark" price to determine
universal service support, all local telephone companies will automatically be allowed to
raise their rates to that benchmark.

* Monopoly Services Deregulated. Section 7(d) allows the rates for basic local
telephone service to be deregulated as soon as one competitor is providing either basic
telephone service or switched access service within the service area. In other words, once
a single competitor provides switched access service to a single long distance company,
the incumbent telephone company can avoid any regulatory review of its local telephone
rates and its switched access rates. Other services can be deregulated at the option of the
local telephone company, regardless of whether it faces any competition at all.

* Barriers to Competition. The legislation imposes a number of barriers to the entry

1 CPI is an independent, non-profit organization that advocates state and federal policies to bring
competition to telecommunications and energy markets in ways that benefit consumers. CPI receives funding from
new entrants in the local telecommunications market and is advised by a committee of state and national consumer
advocates.

1156 15th Street N.W., Suite 310 • Washington, D.C. 20005 • 202-835-0202 • Fax: 202-835-1132

3773 Cherry Creek North Drive, Suite 1050 • Denver, Colorado 80209 • 303-393-1556 • Fax: 303-321-1248



of competitors for local telephone services that could have the effect of prohibiting
competition altogether. For instance,

Competitors Must Pay Excessive Rates to Use the Telephone Company
Network. The legislation requires the incumbent local telephone company to offer
unbundled network elements at prices reflecting their "actual" costs, an embedded
cost approach that has been rejected by the FCC and the 31 states that have
established these prices so far.

The Costs of Telephone Company Investments are Imposed on
Competitors. The legislation guarantees that telephone companies will be able to
recoup any lost revenue from regulatory changes from the universal service fund.
Competitors will be required to pick up at least some of these costs because they
contribute to the universal service fund, in addition to the amounts they pay the
telephone companies for use of their facilities.

No Competitors May Receive Universal Service Fund Support in Rural
Areas. Section 5(d) allows only one carrier, the incumbent telephone company, to
be eligible for universal service support in areas served by rural telephone
companies.

* Guaranteed Recovery of Embedded Costs. Section 4(e)(5) requires the Public
Service Commission to base all high cost funding on the carriers' embedded investment
and expenses. This guarantees that the carrier will be allowed to recover all of its
investments and expenses even if they are imprudent and inefficient.

Although the legislative findings endorse the goal of promoting competition, the overall
effect of the legislation would be to strengthen the monopoly over local telephone service
maintained by Southwestern Bell Corporation (SBC) and the other local telephone
companies in Arkansas. CPI believes that potential competitors are unlikely to enter the
Arkansas market under the discriminatory terms of this legislation. This means that telephone
rates would be deregulated before consumers have realistic choices for telephone services. In the
short run, consumers are likely to suffer higher rates as a result of this legislation. In the long
run, Arkansas consumers will lose the advantages that competition brings to the market,
advantages such as greater infrastructure investment, new and better services, improved service
quality, and lower prices.

Finally, passage of the legislation raises issues concerning SBC's ability to obtain FCC
approval to provide interLATA long distance service in Arkansas. Under the Federal Act, SBC
must demonstrate to the FCC that it has opened its network to competitors in that State and that
approval of the application is in the public interest before being allowed to provide interLATA
long distance service. The legislation appears to be inconsistent with the conditions that SBC
must show prior to receiving authority to provide interLATA service.

For all these reasons, CPI respectfully recommends that the Members of the Arkansas
General Assembly vote against the telecommunications legislation.
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.COO"<l!ll.lenl Especially lbr those who But \lllIeleVCT we do, Wll ha.-e to pro
.lis'·11 the b65t lobbyl$ts, or the m~ teet the nltepmrs, Our job ii to min·
· . '.A11 !lIat remains ere the fonnaliti.... !mIze \he hun Md pltllt'<:t !he raIepl\)'
..FIr.st comes the rubber itamp ~m the en. \11110 CAlI't preted. thenu;elvoes.·
·I:eQge--more than half of the 1~1a- That's' aboul the iimplest. most sen
'U>i-s slread.Y have $ig)1ed on ..., span- iible .advice ~·..e he.ud yel in all
sont--tnd then the CO\"l!:rnor puts hIs this hullabaloo. Nol so incidentally,
·MiIlBH~ on tlI<: dotted line. AI"- Senator Be"be Is nO! one 0( me won-
· kanAlr relepiYtn will ftnd out whal'£ soro; of the tuleeommunieaUoll& bill.
~penin£ in due lime--hen the bUl
am-. No _ in WOnying our pret·
!y liltle heads about $UCh complicated
motJen; now. That's what we NYe lob
bi~;Coe. And .. compJiMt legislature.
~ us. fl!1la3. but ItIllY we £0 on

record u ~<J«: wait just a dad·
bI,an)ro minuu~

.S!llllebody's got some explainill2 ID
do. A lot of U$ w~ hoping the exphr
naliOni WO\Ild come ft1lm the 135 pub

..lie·arvant.1 c:1~ted 10 i\rlcansas' legis
-.!atUi"e. Insl.!ad, this mornin(s meeting
of !be~~ contmltIe<! oni~
aijQ'~ Ioo~ more lil<t L;lSI. Ad
'!b:ln'Step ON!. MainlY bccQ~ the 1!li~
·tarinC g:lI~ oflo~who oroil the
·<:&Pilol _IN to ha~ a~ fought
thU; one ouL And lbe winn<:r l$: Sooth-'
'''''8IU!m BelL Alleel and two dofen 0th
er vely much Inee~ c:ompemc;.
· The bill SPOll.lOred by the Arkans.u
Telephone ADxlallon. aka the Tllle>

·Omununicalions ~!alQl)' Relbrm
.A.cr0( lfIll. bas ZI~ Illlbe Sen
ate. and 66 in the HOUie. Follis. thon:
·lna. balill t-n D'USed better'll a
·dlS(.uon akillet
, . 'If tod.ly's comrnlaee meeting in tho
'Senate and tomolTOW's in the House
'EO'~ IMUC1JloU$\y p\.:lnned. It'!! possi·
ble thal CoYl!nloe Huckab« could
hilve iI teleeommunlc.adans blll cont
plllW with 8lI'le~ clauac on hb
deJik and ready .10 be automatically
si;ned bye. of b. Fnd~. The bill
could be in e1TClC:I before the ink. on
hI..! ~ature dJiei.
··Whew. Once again 01' Spider.Row

land's cl_ie hope sounds more like
desperate p~er; Me; Rowland "'as
the lleWlpllpeI1lW\ who~ sUS·
-gesterl thaI, rather than havo the
Let1ge convene Cor 60 ~'li every two
yean. it meel for two~ <!Vel)' 60
years. It·has became oblillatory, ~d,
a18l. narural to quote his line during
every session of th" General AiScm
blY. It ~ms to occur llilTJier C"I:lj' hi·
l!OnIUlll.
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Arkansas Telephone Association
PO Box 913
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Emily M. Williams
Assoc. for Local Telecommunications Svc.
1200 19th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Amy Zirkle
MCI Communications Corp
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006

Janice Myles
Common Carrier Bureau
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1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Durward D. Dupre
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One Bell Center
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St. Louis, MO 63101

Winston Bryant
Attorney General
State of Arkansas
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323 Center Street
Little Rock, AR 72201

Roy E. Hoffinger
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Washington, DC 20036

Michael K. Kellog
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Washington, DC 20005



Riley M. Murphy
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Alex Starr
Common Carrier Bureau
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Lisa B. Smith
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Washington, DC 20006

Melissa Newman
Assistant Division Chief
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Washington, DC 20554

A. Richard Metzger
Deputy Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
FCC
1919 M Street, NW Room 500
Washington, DC 20554

William E. Kennard
General Counsel
FCC
1919 M Street, NW Room 614
Washington, DC 20036

Donald B. Verilli
Jodie L. Kelley
Jennfer & Block
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Suite 1200
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